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DETAILED ACTION 

This non- final office action is in response to communications filed on 1/9/04. 

The rejections to claims 1-10 and 12-26 are respectfully maintained and reproduced infra 
for applicant's convenience. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 7-10, 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Ishikawa et al, US Patent no. 6,266,71 1 . 

Regarding claims 1 and 3, Ishikawa et al. teaches a method comprising: 
coupling an option pack to a main unit [Figure 2 and column 4, lines 5-10], 
the option pack comprising a first memory device [element 3 1 in Figure 2] configured to 
store one or more applications and drivers associated with the one or more applications [column 
4, line 66 - column 5, line 25 and column 10, lines 19-30], and a second memory device 
[element 31 in Figure 2] configured to store identification data [column 6, lines 1-24], 

the main unit comprising a device manager [control unit] configured to receive the 
identification data [communication service ID] from the second memory device [column 6, lines 
1-24], a power supply [column 5, line 35], and a third memory [element 25 in Figure 2]; 
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transmitting the identification data from the second memory device to the device manager 
[column 6, lines 1-24]; and 

downloading the one or more applications and associated drivers from the first memory 
device to the third memory device [column 8, lines 21-45]. 

Ishikawa et al. does not explicitly teach storing the identification data in a second 
memory device. However, it is inherent in the teachings of Ishikawa et al. that the identification 
data would have to be stored in a memory device located on the option pack, such as element 3 1 
in Figure 2. 

Regarding claim 4, Ishikawa et al. teaches that the main unit is able to communicate with 
the option pack when the option pack is first connected [column 6, lines 1-24]. Therefore, it is 
inherent in the teachings of Ishikawa et al. that some driver has to be installed in the main unit 
for initial communication with the option pack. 

Regarding claim 7, Ishikawa et al. teaches, in one embodiment, that both drivers and 
application data are downloaded to the main unit from the option pack [column 8, lines 21-44]. 
Therefore, no associated drivers or applications would have been stored on the third memory 
device located in the main unit. 

Regarding claim 8, Ishikawa et al. teaches that the third memory device is a RAM 
[element 25 in Figure 2]. Since Ishikawa et al. teaches using RAM (which is a volatile memory), 
it is inherent that the applications and drivers are only meant to be stored temporarily. 

Regarding claim 9, Ishikawa et al. teaches downloading the one or more applications and 
associated drivers from the first memory device to the third memory device [column 8, lines 21- 
45]. 
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Regarding claim 10, Ishikawa et al. teaches a connection detection unit which determines 
if an option pack is connected or disconnected from the main unit. Therefore, it is inherent in the 
teachings of Ishikawa et al. that the option pack can be joined with or separated from the main 
unit. 

Regarding claim 13, Ishikawa et al. teaches identification data, which identifies the 
option pack and indicates sort of program stored on the option pack [column 6, lines 1-24]. 

Regarding claim 20, Ishikawa et al. teaches method of connecting an option pack to a 
main unit comprising: 

powering on the main unit [column 5, lines 35-37]; 

determining if there is an option pack coupled to the main unit [column 4, lines 5-10 and 
column 5, lines 63-67]; 

notifying the main unit that the option pack is present [column 4, lines 5-10 and column 
5, lines 63-67]; 

transmitting identification information form the option pack to the main unit [column 6, 
lines 1-24]; and 

downloading one or more software applications and associated drivers from the option 
pack to the main unit [column 8, lines 21-45]. 

Ishikawa et al. teaches sending a notification signal from a connector connection 
detecting unit when the option pack is connected to the main unit [column 5, lines 64-67], but 
does not specifically teach sending an interrupt signal to the control unit of the main unit. 
However it is inherent in the teachings of Ishikawa et al that the notification signal is an 
interrupt type signal. The purpose of an interrupt signal is to command the control unit to stop 
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its current task and service the source of the interrupt signal. In this case, the control unit is to 
immediately service the option pack once the option pack is connected to the main unit. 
Ishikawa et al. teaches that the control unit detects identification information immediately after it 
receives the notification signal [column 6, lines 1-24]. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 5, 6, 14-19 and 21-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ishikawa et al, US Patent no. 6,266,71 1. 

Regarding claim 2, Ishikawa et al. teaches employing connector to connect the main unit 
and option pack. Ishikawa et al. does not specifically teach employing a 100-pin connector to 
connect the main unit and option pack. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a connector with a sufficient amount of pins for communication between the 
main unit and the option pack. Choosing to use a 100-pin connector is simply a matter of design 
choice. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, it is inherent in the teachings of Ishikawa et al. that the first 
and second memory devices are non- volatile, since the identification data and program data 
would not be erased when power is not supplied to the option pack. Ishikawa et al. does not 
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explicitly teach that the first memory device is a ROM and the second memory device is an 
EEPROM. However, choosing to use a ROM or EEPROM is simply a matter of design choice. 

Regarding claim 14, Ishikawa et al. teaches transmitting identification data from the 
option pack to the main unit [column 6, lines 1-24]. Ishikawa et al. does not explicitly teach 
using a serial interface to transfer the identification data. However serial interfaces a well known 
in the art and it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a serial 
interface to transfer the identification data. 

Regarding claim 15, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
transmitting the identification data would take less power than transmitting application and 
driver data, since the size of the identification data would be less than the size of the drivers and 
applications. It is well known in the art that transmitting less data requires less power. 

Regarding claims 16, 18, 22 and 23, it is well known in the art to determine if a power 
supply can provide enough power to perform a function before attempting to perform that 
function and notifying a user accordingly. 

Regarding claims 17, 19, 24 and 25, it is well known in the art to determine if a memory 
has enough capacity to store a collection of data before attempting to write the collection of data 
to the memory. 

Regarding claim 21, hot-plugging devices are well known in the art. 

Claims 12 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ishikawa et al., US Patent no. 6,266,71 1 in view of Maeda, US Patent no. 6,557,033. 
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Regarding claim 12, Ishikawa et al. teaches a method of connecting an option pack to a 
main unit, downloading drivers and applications from the option pack to the main unit and 
separating the option pack from the main unit, as described above. Ishikawa et al. does not teach 
deleting the drivers and applications from the main unit's memory when the option pack is 
separated from the main unit. 

Maeda teaches a method of sending a disconnection signal to a main unit when a 
peripheral device changes its operation from a first function to a second function. In response to 
the disconnection signal, the main unit deletes, from memory, the device drivers associated with 
the first function [column 12, lines 20-53 and column 13, line 62 - column 14, line 15]. 
Therefore, Maeda teaches a main unit which deletes device drivers associated with a peripheral 
device when that peripheral device is disconnected. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Ishikawa et al. and Maeda. Deleting option pack device drivers from main unit memory when 
the option pack is disconnected prevents any potential conflicts when connecting different option 
packs that perform different functions and require different device drivers. 

Regarding claim 26, Ishikawa et al. and Maeda teach a method of connecting an option 
pack to a main unit, downloading drivers and applications from the option pack to the main unit, 
separating the option pack from the main unit and deleting the drivers and applications from the 
main unit's memory, as described above. Furthermore, it is inherent in the teachings of Ishikawa 
et al. and Maeda that a connection presence notification signal would be de-activated when the 
option pack is no longer connected to the main unit, since the notification signal reflects the 
presence of a connection between the main unit and the option pack. Disabling control buffers 
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and terminating the functionality of the downloaded applications is also inherent in the teachings 
of Ishikawa et al. and Maeda. Any kind of control buffer or application used in the interactions 
between the main unit and the option pack is no long needed if the option pack is no longer 
interacting with the main unit. 



Applicant's arguments filed on 1/9/04, regarding claims 1-10 and 12-26 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 1-10, 13-15 and 20-21, Applicant argues that the examiner fails to 
appreciate the advantages that may be realized by using independent memory devices for the 
applications/drivers and identification information. Although there may be advantages to using 
two independent memory devices, the examiner interprets the first and second memory devices 
of the applicant's invention to comprise a single memory device. Support for the interpretation 
can be found in claim 3. Claim 3 further defines the applicant's invention by specifying, "the 
first memory device and the second memory device comprise the same memory device." 
Therefore, the rejections to claims 1-10, 13-15 and 20-21 are respectfully maintained. 

Regarding claims 16, 18, 22 and 23, Applicant challenges the examiner's assertion that 
"determining if a power supply can provide enough power to perform a function before 
attempting to perform that function" is well known in the art. The examiner submits Jimbo et al., 
US Patent no. 6,173,408, as evidence that "determining if a power supply can provide enough 
power to perform a function before attempting to perform that function" is, in fact, well known 
in the art. Specifically, Jimbo et al. teaches checking to make sure there is enough available 
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power to execute an instruction before executing the instruction [column 10, lines 1-50]. 
Therefore the rejection to claims 16, 18, 22 and 23 is maintained. 

Regarding claims 17, 19, 24 and 25, Applicant challenges the examiner's assertion that 
"determining if a memory has enough capacity to store a collection of data before attempting to 
write the collection of data to the memory" is well known in the art. The examiner submits 
Otsuka et al., US Patent no. 6,201,771, as evidence that "determining if a memory has enough 
capacity to store a collection of data before attempting to write the collection of data to the 
memory" is, in fact, well known in the art. Specifically, Otsuka et al. teaches checking an 
available capacity of a disk before downloading data to the disk [column 22, lines 22-47]. 
Therefore the rejection to claims 17, 19, 24 and 25 is maintained. 

Regarding claims 12 and 26, Applicant argues that the examiner does not indicate where 
Maeda teaches, "removing the one or more applications and associated drivers from the main 
unit." However, in the previous office action [paper no. 3] the examiner clearly indicates that the 
limitation of "removing the one or more applications and associated drivers from the main unit" 
can be found in "column 12, lines 20-53 and column 13, line 62 - column 14, line 15" of the 
Maeda reference. Therefore the rejection to claims 17, 19, 24 and 25 is maintained. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 1 and 27 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejections included below. 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ishikawa et al., 
US Patent no. 6,266,71 1, in view of Sugimura, US Patent no. 6,582,31 1. 

Ishikawa et al. does not explicitly teach uploading applications and device drivers from 
the main unit to the option pack when disconnecting the option pack. Sugimura teaches 
transferring an application program from a main unit to a removable memory device [column 10, 
lines 10-49]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Ishikawa et al. and Sugimura. Adding the ability to upload applications and drivers from a main 
unit to an option pack allows a user of the main unit to create a backup copy of applications and 
drivers and also enables the user to customize which applications and drivers are stored on the 
option pack. 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ishikawa et al, 
US Patent no. 6,266,71 1 and Maeda, US Patent no. 6,557,033, in view of Sugimura, US Patent 
no. 6,582,311. 

Ishikawa et al. and Maeda do not explicitly teach uploading applications and device 
drivers from the main unit to the option pack when disconnecting the option pack. Sugimura 
teaches transferring an application program from a main unit to a removable memory device 
[column 10, lines 10-49]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings 
of Ishikawa et al. and Maeda with the teachings of Sugimura. Adding the ability to upload 
applications and drivers from a main unit to an option pack allows a user of the main unit to 
create a backup copy of applications and drivers and also enables the user to customize which 
applications and drivers are stored on the option pack. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul B Yanchus whose telephone number is (703) 305-8022. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 8:00-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee can be reached on (703) 305-9717. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Paul Yanchus 
April 5, 2004 




